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Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 29 June 2007 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 26-50 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 26-50 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 26-50 remain pending in the current application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 26-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

3. Claims 26 and 39 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, such 
omission amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See 
MPEP § 2172.01 . The omitted structural cooperative relationships are: how the applied 
structure intersects the track. It is the understanding of the examiner that that the 
applied structure actually intersects the surrounding track. Even the specification of the 
application uses the term "virtually" with regards to the intersection. Although it may be 
intended that the track and the structure may appear to intersect one another, but so far 
as the examiner can determine they do not actually intersect. 

4. Claim 43 recites the limitation "the image". There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. If it were intended to refer back to "images" in claim 42, 
the term must be made plural. 

5. Claim 48 recites the limitation "the form elements". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

9. Claims 26-35, 37, 39, 41-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bieman et al. (US6451757). 
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a. Regarding claim 26, 28, 30, 32-34, 39, 45, 46„Bieman teaches that it is 
known to deposit an adhesive line onto a substrate using an applicator (abstract), 
wherein the application of the structure is monitored by using light sensors, 
wherein the detectors are located on a track surrounding the applicator (Fig. 2), 
and wherein the surrounding track intersects the track in at least the same type 
of way as the prior art (although there is a problem with how it is described, 
referring to the 1 12 rejection above). Bieman fails to teach wherein the detectors 
detection area overlaps with the area of another. However it is the position of the 
examiner, that one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to overlap the 
detection area of each detector with that of another in order to 1 ) ensure that 
both edges of the adhesive line are fully detected (such as that the detected area 
is round and in order for a line having width to pass through the center of two 
adjacent circles, the circles must overlap at least some in order to detect the 
entire line width) and 2) just for general redundancy measures wherein if one 
camera fails another can aid in doing the job of the other for the purposes of 
continuing production until a time when it is best suited to repair the parts. 

b. Regarding claims 27, it is the position of the examiner that the projection 
and detection of light meets the limitations of the current claims. 

c. Regarding claim 29, it is the position of the examiner that although its 
completion is not shown, if the deposition that is occurring in Fig. 1 were 
continued to completion, its rectangular form would meet the limitations of the 
current claim. 
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d. Regarding claims 31 , 35, 41 , 42, 44, it appears as though the prior art 
uses a detector about every 10 degrees on a full circle (fig. 2). 

e. Regarding claim 37, it is the position of the examiner that the light sensed 
by the sensors of the prior art feeds the detected light to the camera (column 4, 
line 57 through column 5, line 21 ) (where it is the position of the examiner that 
the purpose of the camera is to take in the data from the multiple sensors to form 
a cumulative "image") from which an image is produced. Although, the prior art 
fails to explicitly state that the data is used to literally form an image, it is 
suggested by the mere use of a camera that the data is at least used to form a 
data image. The examiner is taking Official Notice to inform the applicant that 
both visual inspections and computer operated inspections based on data 
acquired from cameras are both very well-known in the quality control art. Visual 
inspection of an image or inspection of a data image by a computer would both 
be considered obvious to perform be they are both well suited to the current 
method, although the examiner would tend the think that computerized inspection 
would be more accurate. 

f. Regarding claim 43, it is the position of the examiner that the prior art 
most likely doesn't use the whole image from any on sensor, 1 ) the prior art 
meets the limitations of the claim wherein the strip is the size of the entire image 
and 2) on e would be motivated to only use the area of the image that relates to 
the edges of the adhesive line in order to prevent the use of excess data space, 
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storing data that is of no use with relation to the intended operation of the 
machinery. 

g. Regarding claim 47, it is the position of the examiner that as shown above, 
Bieman teaches detectors that are approximately 10 degrees apart (36 in a 360 
degree circle). One would be motivated to have the cameras have an overlap of 
1 0 degrees 1 ) so that one camera could do the job of another or two others in 
case of failure of one or both of the cameras adjacent to the camera of reference 
and 2) for the purpose of redundancy in order to ensure quality control, like in 
other known devices that have fail-safes and multiple ways of detecting the same 
thing or condition. 

h. Regarding claim 48, it is the position of the examiner that the holes or 
areas in the circular structure in which the sensors are would meet the limitations 
of "form elements". 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ANDREW BOWMAN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5342. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 
(7:30 to5:00)EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Barr can be reached on 571-272-1414. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Michael Barr/ Andrew J Bowman 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1711 Examiner 

Art Unit 1711 



